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DETAILED ACTION 

The following action is in response to the response filed June 20, 2008. Amended 
Claims 1 and 5-7 are pending and have been considered below. 

1 . The prior art rejections have been withdrawn as necessitated by applicant's 
amendments. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the phor art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1 and 5-7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Siostrom etal. (US 6,971,107) in view of Hobbs (US 6,523,022). 

Claim 1 : Sjostrom discloses a method of processing a web page in a browser, the web 
page comprising a plurality of frames, comprising: 

a. displaying a first frame while loading a second frame (column 5, lines 14-30). 

Sjostrom discloses permitting the user to interact with the first frame regardless 
of whether the second frame is sufficiently loaded (column 5, lines 14-30). Specifically, 
Sjostrom discloses a navigation frame is loaded with general navigation including links 
and buttons for the user to activate. Sjostrom does not explicitly disclose preventing a 
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user from interacting with the first frame until after the second frame is sufficiently 
loaded, said prevention occurring after a determination is made that the first frame 
depends on the second frame. Hobbs discloses a similar method that further discloses 
the use of modal windows (frame) which prevents the user from interacting with an 
underlying application window (frame) (column 31 , lines 1-20). The user must wait to 
interact with the application window until the modal frame is loaded and closed through 
user interaction. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to prevent a user from interacting with a first 
displayed frame while loading a second frame after determining that the first frame 
depends on the second frame in Siostam . One would have been motivated to prevent a 
user from interacting with a displayed first frame until after a second frame is sufficiently 
loaded in order to block application workflow to minimize the likelihood of an error. 

Siostrom further discloses the first frame is displayed until after the second frame 
is sufficiently loaded regardless of whether the user in permitted to interact with the first 
frame (column 5, lines 14-30). Specifically the navigation frame is displayed after the 
content frame is fully loaded. 

Hobbs further discloses the preventing step further comprises instructing the user 
to wait to interact with the first frame until after the second frame is sufficiently loaded 
(column 31 , lines 1-20). A modal window is displayed which instructs the user to wait to 
interact with the first window by freezing the content of the first window until the second 
window is dismissed. Therefore, it would have been obvious to instruct the user to wait 
to interact with the first frame until after the second frame is sufficiently loaded in 
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Sjostrom . One would have been motivated to include this feature in order to block 
application workflow to minimize the likelihood of an error. 

Claim 5: Siostrom and Hobbs disclose a system for making a web browser act like a 
stand-alone application as in Claim 1 above, and Sjostrom further discloses the second 
portion is sufficiently loaded when it is fully loaded (column 31, lines 1-20). 

Claim 6: Siostrom and Hobbs disclose a system for making a web browser act like a 
stand-alone application as in Claim 1 above, and Siostrom further discloses the browser 
is implemented on a client computer system (Figure 1). 

Claim 7: Siostrom and Hobbs disclose a system for making a web browser act like a 

stand-alone application as in Claim 1 above, and Siostrom further discloses the browser 
is implemented on a client computer system the browser comprises a web browser 
(Figure 1). 

Response to Arguments 

4. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1 and 5-7 have been considered but 
are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 
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Conclusion 

5. Applicant's amendment necessitated tine new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
/Stephen S. Hong/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2178 



